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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 9 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail (6225901) in 
view of Nakamura et al (6233492) (hereinafter Nakamura) in further view of Steen, III et al. 
(6510350) (hereinafter Steen). 

4. As per claim 1, Kail teaches a computer implemented method for communicating 
between a computing system of a process module, and a first sensor, comprising the steps of: 

5. initializing the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 
20); 

6. transmitting a connect message from the first sensor to the computing system of the 
process module, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 20); 

7. transmitting a command to get reportable specification from the computing system of the 
process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 59 & col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, 
line 57); and 
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8. transmitting a reportable specification message from the first sensor to the computing 
system of the process module, (e.g. col. 7, line 21 - col. 8, line 28 & col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 
57). Kail does not teach the process module having a process chamber, initializing the first 
sensor, which is able to measure a first parameter in the process chamber; and 

9. a reportable specification with informs the process module computing system of the type 
of data that will be provided from the first sensor. 

10. Nakamura teaches the process module having a process chamber, initializing the first 
sensor, which is able to measure a first parameter in the process chamber, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - 
col. 4, line 67). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Nakamura with Kail because it would be more efficient for the computing system to 
utilize a network type connection so the user can operate the sensor and process chamber form 
different locations in a building. 

1 1 . Steen teaches a reportable specification with informs the process module computing 
system of the type of data that will be provided from the first sensor, (e.g. col. 3, lines 33 - 56, 
"sends request to update a field parameter or request for up-to-date sensor data... "). It would 
be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Steen with the 
combine system of Kail and Nakamura because if a sensor can sense multiple types of 
information, but the system only needs one type from said sensor, the sensor be designated as a 
specific type of sensor, (example: only sense temperature). This could make for a faster system 
since it is not required for the sensor to constantly be reformatted for each different element it 
can sense. Furthermore, updating information in a database enables the user to view sensor 
information either on-demand, real time or near real time. 
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12. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail, Nakamura, 
Steen, as applied to claim 1 above, and in further view of Kosugi et al. (6204768) (hereinafter 
Kosugi). 

13. As per claim 2, Kail and Nakamura do not specifically teach spawning within the 
computing system of the process module a connection monitor task; 

14. spawning from the connection monitor task within the computing system of the process 
module a first sensor messaging task; 

15. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get reportable specification from 
the first sensor to the computing system of the process module; and 

16. transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable specification message from the 
computing system of the process module to the first sensor. Steen teaches spawning within the 
computing system of the process module a connection monitor task, (e.g. col. 11, line 4 - col. 12, 
line 21); 

17. spawning from the connection monitor task within the computing system of the process 
module a first sensor messaging task, (e.g. col. 1 1, line 60 - col. 12, line 56); 

18. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get reportable specification from 
the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 
29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
Steen with the combine system of Kail and Nakamura because 
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19. Steen does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable 
specification message from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor. 
Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable specification message from 
the computing system of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48 & col. 
9, lines 1 8 - 29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine Kosugi with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura and Steen because it would be 
more efficient for a system to utilize the properties of an acknowledgement signal so in case of a 
bad transmission the sensor would know that the computing system did or did not get the signal 
and to retransmit the signal. 

20. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S. C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail, Nakamura, 
Steen, Kosugi as applied to claims 1 & 2 above, and in further view of Sandelman et al. 
(6535123) (hereinafter Sandelman) and Chari et al. (6425006) (hereinafter Chari). 

21 . As per claim 3, Kail, Nakamura and Steen do not specifically teach transmitting 
command to get an alarm table command from the first sensor to the computing system of the 
process module; 

22. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get the alarm table from the 
computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

23. transmitting an alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, wherein the alarm table designates the number of alarms, alarm identification numbers, 
and descriptions of the alarms; and 
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24. transmitting an acknowledgement of the alarm table from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module. 

25. Sandelman teaches the use of routing tables and router that are connected to sensor and 
other networking devices that could be interpreted as transmitting command to get an alarm table 
command from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 3, lines 
20 - 65 & col. 8, line 53 - col. 9, line 15); 

26. transmitting an alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, (e.g. col. 3, lines 20 - 65 & col. 8, line 53 - col. 9, line 15). It would be obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Sandelman with the combine 
system of Kail, Nakamura and Steen because it is common knowledge that when a new router is 
installed and turned on, it requests from other networking devices a routing table so to update its 
table and route information so to act as an interface to at least one of the sensors that would be 
connected to it. 

27. Sandelman does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the command 
to get the alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

28. transmitting an acknowledgement of the alarm table from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module. Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of 
the command to get the alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48), and Steen teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the 
alarm table from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 
63 - col. 10, line 29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine Kosugi and Steen with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen and 
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Sandelman because if the computing system and the first sensor could not acknowledge each 
others transmissions the system could accumulate transmission errors and improper updating of 
the measurements that the sensor detects. Chari teaches wherein the alarm table designates the 
number of alarms, alarm identification numbers, and descriptions of the alarms, (e.g. col. 4, lines 
23 - 38). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Chari with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Kosugi and Sandelman 
because it allows the user to view the alert log file and keep track of each type of alert and when 
they occurred. 

29. Claims 4 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail, 
Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman, Kosugi and Chari as applied to claims 1 - 3 above, and in further 
view of Halpern (5301122). 

30. As per claim 4, Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Chari do not specifically teach 
transmitting command to get time and initialization data from the first sensor to the computing 
system of the process module; 

3 1 . transmitting time and initialization data from the computing system of the process 
module to the first sensor. Halpern teaches transmitting command to get time and initialization 
data from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. col. 11, lines 
13-49); 

32. transmitting time and initialization data from the computing system of the process 
module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. col. 11, lines 13 - 49). It would be obvious to one skilled in 
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the art at the time the invention was made to combine Halpern with the combine system of Kail, 
Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Chari because of similar reasons stated above and it would be 
more efficient in the updating process to have time and initialization data so when the computing 
system does attempt to update its information the computing system can compare the two 
different times and initialization data and to determine which ones are the latest versions of 
information to save. 

33. Halpern does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to 
get time and initialization data from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor; 

34. transmitting an acknowledgement of the time and initialization data from the first sensor 
to the computing system of the process module. Kosugi teaches transmitting an 
acknowledgement of the command to get time and initialization data from the computing system 
of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48), and Steen teaches 
transmitting an acknowledgement of the time and initialization data from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 29). It would be 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Kosugi and Steen 
with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari because of 
similar reasons as stated above. 

35. As per claim 5, Kail, Kosugi, Steen, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari do not specifically 
teach transmitting a process related command related to the execution of an action in the process 
chamber from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 
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36. executing the action in the process chamber, wherein said action relates to the processing 
of semiconductor related devices; and 

37. transmitting an acknowledgement of the process related command from the first sensor to 
the computing system of the process module. Nakamura teaches transmitting a process related 
command related to the execution of an action in the process chamber from the computing 
system of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67); 

38. executing the action in the process chamber, wherein said action relates to the processing 
of semiconductor related devices, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67). It would be obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Nakamura with the combine 
system of Kail, Kosugi, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari because it would be more efficient for a 
system to remotely have the ability to execute a process to different semiconductor related 
devices as opposed to having one computer for every one process chamber. 

39. Nakamura does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the process 
related command from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module. Steen 
teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the process related command from the first sensor 
to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 29). It would 
be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Steen with the 
combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Kosugi, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari because of similar 
reasons as stated above. 

40. Claims 6 - 9 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. Furthermore, in reference to 
a second and third sensor, Kosugi teaches a second and a third sensor, (e.g. col. 6, lines 3 - 33 & 
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Figure 1). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Kosugi with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Halpern 
because having more then one or two sensors would make a system gather information from 
different locations at a faster pace then having one sensor having to electronically relocate to a 
different section of the system to gather information about the system, therefore making the 
system more efficient. 

Response to Arguments 

41 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 2 and 4-9 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

42. Applicants arguments filed 1 1/24/2004, regarding claim 3 has been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

43. In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance that Chari does not teach that the log 
provides both the number of alarms and alarm identification numbers, but only the number of an 
alarm (alarm identification number). 

44. As to part 1, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the section that 
was cited by the Examiner above along with Figure 4A. There on can see that there is a plurality 
of alerts that one can view, therefore, Chari teaches the log providing a number of alarms, which 
reads on the claim language. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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